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76-3-2 
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The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 


It was pointed out that Mr. Horgan's name was omitted from the list of 
members present at the February 27, 1976 meeting of Senate. 


It was agreed that the second sentence in the penultimate paragraph on page 
5 of the minutes be corrected to read: 


"While it does not provide for the Personnel Committee of the Board of 
Governors to make the decisions in individual cases, the Committee may 
review individual decisions as well as review the grievance procedures." 


It was also agreed that the result of the vote on the second part of motion 
number 76-2-9 on page 10 of the minutes, concerning smoking, be 
recorded - "15 in favor; 16 opposed; motion defeated." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MKETING OF FEBRUARY 
27, 19769 AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that, in view of the fact that access to the Protestant 
School Board building appeared to be somewhat dubious today, the meeting 
had been switched to the Hall building. 


He drew Senate's attention to the breakdown of the Academic Operating 
Budget for 1975/76, document US-76-3-D1, which was distributed With 
the material for this meeting. He pointed out that the date of December 10, 
1975, on the document, refers to the date of validity of the figures at the 
time the budget was adopted. 


76-3-4 


76-3-5 


76-3-6 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that since the last meeting of 
Senate, Malcolm Stone had met with him and Dr. O'Brien has undertaken to 
consider the points which he raised Dr, O'Brien did not propose to make a 
public statement concerning the matter but will communicate directly with 
Mr. Stone. 


Responding to a question on the Science Library budget, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that the money has been frozen and not cancelled, so that it will be 
released at some time in the future when the direction of Science is more 
clear than it is now. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he would check to see if statistics on equivalent 
student courses could be made available to Senators in a format similar to 
the document on the Academic Operating Budget - 1975/76 
(DOC.US-76-D1). In addition, he would also look into the possibility of 
providing a breakdown of the "other expense" item in the Academic Budget. 


Concerning the document from the Library Committee (DOC.US-76-3-D2) 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the message which he has received was to the 
effect that the Chairman of the Committee, being aware that this question 
was raised and discussed at the last Senate meeting, believes in fact that that 
exchange fulfilled the purpose that the Committee had in mind, so that it 
was not necessary to raise the matter for discussion again. 


Prof. Whitelaw reported that the Conference of Rectors has received 
confirmation from the Ministry of Education on the subject of authorization 
of teacher training programmes. The bulk of teacher training programmes 
has been extended for an Indeterminate period, which means that we do not 
have to go back every few-years for re-authorization. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the Programmes Committee of the Department 
of Education and the Council of Universities has approved the avant-projet 
for the doctoral programme In Art Education. The programme for a Master 
of Arts in Communication Arts was not approved, and Prof. Whitelaw's 
impression was that the Department of Communication Arts will have an 
opportunity to make a new proposal. 


Prof. Whitelaw also reported that CLESEC was still wrestling with the 
matter of admissions policy. He cautioned that we will have to be. more 
careful about how we articulate our policy with particular reference to 
certain categories of students. 


In response to a question concerning the Masters programme in 
Communication Arts, Prof. Whitelaw advised that the programme was 
rejected mainly because of the ill-defined nature of the whole 
communications field and of the direction being taken in Quebec, and 
because several institutions are already in the field. 


Concerning the grading system, Dr. O'Brien advised that following the 
debate at the last Senate meeting and the expression of a preference, albeit 


by a close vote, for what might be called a. multiple system rather than a 
single system, and considering the view that some of the more glaring 
arithmetic inconsistencies in the way that the particular proposal before 
Senate would work out should be cleared, he undertook to see that a 
technical report would be presented, on the basis of which the discussion 
could be resumed today. Senators have received the documents with ‘he 
notice for today's meeting..-: A certain amount of this is simply 
information, but a part of it is an analysis and proposal which should be 
looked at, 


Prof. Bordan gave a lengthy and detailed explanation of the additional . 
documents which had been distributed. These include a summary 
description of grading systems for 37 Canadian Universities 
(DOC.-US-76-3-D8): general comments on the AHCUAR proposal 
(DOC-US-76-3-D9); comments oil letter grade ranges for "shaded" systems 
(DOC-US-76-3-D10O); grading system models for Senate consideration 
(DOC-US-76-3-D11); and background data on 38 grading systems, 
including the current Concordia systems (DOC-US-76-3-D12). 


Prof. Bordan explained that the bulk of the background data contained in 
document US-76-3-D12 was obtained from NRC which, through its 
Fellowship Committee, had built up considerable expertise in interpreting 
grading systems, having had to wrestle with the transcript output from all 
Canadian Universities for years. 


He explained that the purpose of a grading system is to record a faculty 
member's judgment regarding the quality of students work. The general 
.characteristics that ought to apply to every grading system are readability, 
coherence, an ability to produce ranking, and University wide applicability. 
There is another element which is specific to Concordia and that is that there 
must be some compatibility with the systems which the new system is going 
to replace. Senate will have to decide on the choice of a single numeric 
system to be adopted to correspond with a letter grade system, if that is the 
direction we move in. We will have to decide if it is going to be a 
continuous numerical system from 50 to 100 in | percent steps or in 5 
percent steps, or if it is going to be a discrete numerical system, running 
from | to 4, or in some other series of discrete steps. 


Finally, once Senate decides on the system to be adopted, we will have to 
establish the transition mechanism which will allow us to move from the 
systems that exist now, to the new system. That Is, how do we make the 
systems compatible? 


Concerning the Grading Systems Models (DOC-US-76-3-D11), Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the document provides seven multiple systems. We 
now come to the question of which of these approaches is the one that we 
would choose, He pointed out that if we adopt certain of these there will 
also be the question where to put the lines between A's, B's and C's. 


Responding to a question on the judgment of the Academic Vice-Rector as 
to which of the systems he feels is the most appropriate, Prof. Bordan 


expressed a preference for either model number 6 or number 7 
(DOC-US-76-3-D11). 


During the discussion a preference was expressed for model number 7, it 
being argued that there was a substantial similarity between that model and 
the first proposal submitted by the Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations. It was noted that one difference between the two 
proposals was that model number 7 indicates that both the numerical grades 
and the alphabetical grades would be put on the transcript, whereas the 
original submission from AHCUAR did not provide for this. It was 
suggested that since the Committee and the Vice-Rector independently 
arrived at the same conclusion, Senate should zero in on model number 7. 


Prof. Bordan stated that if we moved to adopt model number 7 
(DOC-US-76-3-D11) he would like to see Senate use the Waterloo 
approach with the variation that both the numbers and the letters be 
displayed on the transcripts. He also argued that it should be possible for a 
Faculty to decide on the system to be used in that Faculty. While a Faculty 
Council might decide to leave the decision to the individual faculty 
members, we should not preclude the possibility of a Council selecting one 
scheme over the other, on a Faculty-wide basis. 


It was argued that model number 7 was immediately readable and 
understandable insofar as content is concerned., If the grading system is to 
be a record of the student's achievement, this is sufficiently defined, and if 
it is to be a statement to another institution about the student, the number 
system is more effective. 


It was understood that if Senate adopts model number 7, a Faculty decision 
on the system to be used in that Faculty would either be between the system 
on the left or the system on the right, as indicated. in that model. It was also 
understood that the intention was that a Faculty Council could decide to 
delegate this decision to the individual faculty members. 


It was pointed out that the intention was that in voting for model number 7 
at this time, we would not be voting an the question of how the grades were 
to be divided. 


It was suggested that the word "numerical" should be used in. place of 
"percentage" as the latter tended to be misleading and in most cases 
improperly used. Prof. Bordan agreed that the heading should read "The 
Assigned or converted letter grade or Numeric Mark." 


Concerning failing grades for model number 7, Prof. Bordan distributed 
document number US-76-3-D13 outlining three possible approaches to the 
question. It was noted that the number 36 opposite F+ on the right hand 
side of the top table should be 46. 


It was explained that the primary concern of the Faculty of Engineering was 
that the grading scheme proposed by AHCUIAR (DOC-US-76-1-D6) did 
not contain a unique two-way conversion system. This concern is met by 
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model number 7. However, it was argued that if model number 7 was 
adopted the philosophical reasons for using a letter grade system would no 
longer be valid. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY MR. HORGAN, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE MODEL NMER 7 
(DOC-US-76-3-D11) WITH RESPECT TO THE PASSING GRADES, 
LEAVING OPEN THE PRECISE LINE DIVISION BEWEEN THE 
VARIOUS CATEGORIES. 


It was pointed out that if the motion is passed, a number of other motions 
would have to follow in. order to clarify other aspects of the situation. 


It was argued that under model number 7, if a student receives a grade of 93 
in all his courses, his average will be 931 the student could argue however 
that if his grades were submitted in letters, his average would then be 96. 
Concern was also expressed over the practice of "shading" failing grades, 
the belief being expressed that one would have difficulty in distinguishing 
between a "good" failure and a "bad" failure, 


The feeling was expressed that there were two important criteria for judging 
a grading system which have not been mentioned. One was meaning and the 
other was consistency. Dean Campbell noted that past debates on grading 
systems frequently turn to the question of the meaning of either the numbers 
or letters and he explained that this was why a number of universities use 
descriptors or phrases. He advised that recently he looked at the distribution 
of marks for the past academic year within his own faculty, and it was clear 
that the use of the letter grades does not have a consistent meaning. 


The same analysis of the distribution of marks was carried out covering a 
ten year period which shows that those distributions are neither consistent 
by department nor for the Faculty over the ten year period. 


He urged Senate to consider some of the internal steps that have been used 
by other Universities to achieve consistency in grading. Some Universities 
have suggested a normal distribution of marks within rather broad limits that 
should be found in the typical large introductory course. Once a step like 
that has been taken, it may mean greater consistency from year to year and 
hopefully a greater degree of consistency from department to department 
and from Faculty to Faculty, 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MS. VRANCKX, 
THAT THE QUESTION BE PUT. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
- THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
With respect to the failing grade range, (DOC-US-76-3-D13), Dr. O'Brien 


suggested that there were at least two categories of questions. There is the 
question of grades such as repeats, passing after supplementals, incomplete, 
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etc., which will require an examination that goes beyond anything that has 
so far been put before Senate and it probably would not be too useful to 
discuss that at this particular moment. There is also the question of "the 
simple process of failure" which Senate should consider at this time. 


It was pointed out that a number of Universities use the letter grade "E" for 
a conditional or redeemable failure, implying that a supplemental 
examination can be written, and the "F" grade to signify a non-supplemental 
condition. It was argued that this was a fairly widely used and convenient 
distinction and it was proposed that a similar basic distinction be made 
between those failures which are redeemable or carry a supplemental 
privilege or can be cleared, and those which cannot except by repeating the 
course. It was explained that the word redeemable in this sense involves the 
repetition of some already completed act. 


It was noted that the Ad Hoc Committee an Undergraduate Academic 
Regulations presented two reports, including the one which is presently 
before Senate, both of which deal with the question of failing grades, and 
the feeling was expressed that Senate should not debate items which have 
already been dealt with by the Committee itself. 


It was agreed that the question of failing grades not be considered at this 
time in order to give Senators an opportunity to reflect upon it before 
debate. 


With respect to the question of the position of the line of division between 
the shaded B and C grades (DOC-US-76-3-D11) the effect on Loyola 
students of shifting the dividing line from the numerical equivalent from 65 
to 70, Prof. Bordan explained that a Loyola student who has been assigned 
a particular numerical grade up to the date of transition has a right to be 
assigned the letter equivalent according to the Loyola catalog and that this be 
so stated on the transcript. 


Similarly, in accordance with the conversion table indicated in model 
number 7 (DOC-US-76-3-D11), a Sir George Williams student would be 
assigned the indicated weighted number that goes with the letter grade. That 
is, an A grade would be converted into the weighted number of 89. 


To ensure that Loyola students are treated the same way, as Sir George 
Williams students, all current Loyola grades would be converted into A, B, 
C, or D, as defined in the Loyola section of the Concordia calendar, which 
in turn would be translated into the weighted mark in the new system. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DFAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT THE PASSING GRADE RANGES BE A = 80-100; B = 
70-79; C = 60-69; D = 50-59. 


It was argued that these divisions were used more frequently by other 
Universities; they incorporate the principle of an even distribution of grades 
within the various categories; and that a significant number of professors 
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within Concordia would consider a base of 65 for the B range as a lowering 
of standards. 


It was pointed out that students whose grades formerly fell between the 65 
to 70 range and had been classified as "B" students, would now end tip in 
the "Class III" category according to the NRC system. 


It was argued that it should be stressed that adopting the motion in no way 
means that the standards are being raised. 


It was also pointed out that regardless of the system that Senate adopts, it 
will be sufficiently different from the current systems and will necessitate 
some process of education of faculty members. 


It was argued that the base of the "B" category should be 65 which grade 
connoted that a student has mastered two thirds of the material in a particular 
course and to establish this base at 70 would only be putting up a pretense 
of high standards. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARR IED) - 


It was noted that this implies a necessity to work out the more detailed 
divisions for the shaded system. 


Prof. Bordan explained that the "shading" can either be based on the 
University of Waterloo system as shown on page 6 of document 
US-76-3-D 12, or as proposed under number 2 in document US-76-3-D10. 
He advised that the basic element in proposal number 2 in document 
US-76-3-Dl0 was the use of the 5 Point spread as the fundamental unit until 
you get to the "A" grade. 


It was explained that basically the Waterloo system has three subdivisions 
for the B, C, and D range, whereas number 2, in document US-76-3-D10 
as proposed by Prof. Bordan, contains two subdivisions in these 
categories. 


It was noted that the common practise at other Universities including 
Waterloo was that the "A" range does not cross the 90 line, whereas in 
Prof. Bordan's proposal, the "A" range is from 86 to 92. 


Preference was voiced for the B, C, D, ranges according to the Waterloo 
system it being argued that it was better to have a smaller number spread 
between the various categories and also that it makes more sense to have a 
uniform and consistent subdivision within each category. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MATHESON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT SENATE ADOPT THE WATERLOO SYSTEM (the 
left hand side of the table on page 6 of Document US-76-3-D12), 
WITHOUT FAILED GRADES. 
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Reservation was expressed over the Waterloo conversions which were not 
in fact the mid-points of the intervals. 


Dr, O'Brien suggested that if Senate passes the motion, an attempt should 
be made to find out before the next Senate meeting,, what Waterloo's 
reasoning was in assigning the particular weighted grades as indicated in the 
conversion table. 


It was suggested that the motion be tabled until we receive information from 
Waterloo. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MAAG, SECONDED BY PROF. ENOS, 
THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Mr. Adams suggested that a special meeting of Senate be called before the 
end of April, 1976, to deal with the remaining items on the grading system 
and the failure regulations. This would permit implementation of the new 
system by June 1, 1976. 


Concerning a suggestion that a special meeting be held on April 91 1976, it 
was pointed out that the student Senators would be involved with 
examinations at that time. 


It was agreed that the regular meeting scheduled for April 30, 1976, be an 
all day meeting. 


A motion by Prof. McEvenue for a vote of thanks to both the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Undergraduate Academic Regulations and to Prof. Bordan 
for such a tremendous job over a long period of time, received resounding 
applause from the Senators. 


The meeting adjourned. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


